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very few._planned domestic efforts in this country have surpassed
those made by me&dpolitari schooi systems duri;'xg the last decéde. Massive
amounts of timz, money, énd encrgy have been spent on the creétiop and
introduction of innovative®programs into inner-city schools to offset
the poor academic pexformance of children in t:hezm.:Z These efforts have
béen zccompenied by the literally thousands of studies, massive in their
own right, designed to measure the effects of these innovative programs
end by a growing resecarch lit;.erature devoted .to articles and books on
how to assess the effectivengss of educational innovations,

While the literature and many ofthe studies contained in it discuss @ -
at lenngth the problems and procedufes of_evalfna'.:ions, surpr'is.ingly little
att.;zntion is given to how data éollected during evaluations may be used
to increase .the understandi;ng of the educative process and to shed light
on social and psychological theories relafeé to education, The plain
fact is that, since this hes not been of central concern to evaluators,
theory related to education hss benefitted merginally from these thou-

sands of st:udj.es,.4

]
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One reason for this sad state of affairs is that the conditions

_under which evaluation data are collected are often inadeguate for
reéear__ch purposes end this rencers them uscless as the basis for
developing or confirming theories_and hypotheses, 2 second réason is
that, even when collected under acceptanle conditions, data frém one
study cennot be related in any systematic fashion to data gathered ‘in‘
another, so that no benefit can be derived .b}'r accumulating “results.
A third reason is that investigators fail to treat evaluation studies
as opportunities to alsc collect evidenc in actual field settings to
explore meaningful theoretical problems.. .It is with this objective in
mind that the resesrch reported in this poper was undertaken,

PN

The Social Science Problem to be Explore.!

During an evaluation study, deta were collecte:! o tes: the useful-
ness of a theoretical model, which includes prisary condivions necessary
for the irriementation of proposed organizatic:il crantas L schnols and

. .
oth':r get:'ngs such as businesses, fartoriecs, »ud howpitals, Implemen=—
tatisn may be d:fined as a prccess leading to the changed role performance
c ~ ]
of organizational members after the introducticn of an innovatiow,b
Evaluation studies, such as this one, provide ex:sellent opportunities to
explore this theoretical problem in school settings.

During ‘the 1970-71 academic year, an assessment of educational
programs funded under Title I of ESEA in a New York City Schoo} District
was conducted. The district was fairly represeniative of inmer=city

areus: housing varied from decrepit to acceptolle; most families were

lower class and non-white; and many were on public assistance.




- classrooms in the four junior high schools.

~

The primary objective of the evaluation study was to measure the
effects of these programs (10 in 2ll) on the schools and the students
within them. Five of the progrems in the District's 21 schools were

designed specifically to offset the poor aéademic performance of \students

by providing greater individuel instruction through the use of para-

professional as'sistan¢e. These five programs varied in size: the
?reprimary Progrzem involved nearly 45.péraprofessionals in early child-
hdod and kindergarten classrooms in 10 schools; the Early Primary Pro-
grem had some 150 peraprofessionels located in first and second grade
classes in 11l schools; the La?:e Primery Frogrem involved 35 parapro=
fessionals in third grade clessrooms in 11 schools; the Intermediate
Program contaiped’?S paraprofessionals in fourth, fifth, gnd ‘'sixth

grede classes in 8 schools; and 75 paraprofessicnals were assigned to

6

/
The paraprofessionals, themselves, were nearly all non—-vhite:-women,

30 to 50 years of age. 211 had.at lecst high scliool diplomas, supple-
merlxte‘d‘by District~sponsored traihing.~ Meny were enrolled in community
college prograps, ‘with some working toward their bachelor's degree.

The five programs were trezted as organizational innovations because
they involved the introduction of a new position in schools at the class=
robm level, which resulted in a new set of role relationships. 2lthough
similar in many respects, each program was txreated as a discrefe innovation

because the role of the paraprofessional'differed by grade level. For

- example, the Preprimary vparaprofessionals were expected to spend much of

their time on activities that wouvld promote child socialization and much

‘less time on developing reading skills; the reverse was true for the

paraprofessiohals in the Junior High Program.

: | 3
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Pertinent Socicl Science Literzture

The study of plenned chénge in the pest has emphasized severel

areas, In their writings, Carlson7, Liohbergera;, and Roge:rs9 undexr-

score the intefest many investigators have in explaining the rates at
e ’ o :

vhich simple, technological innovations are diffused ‘and adopted among
individuals == e.g., hybrid seed among farmers, hand tools among o
villagers, tranquilizers among doctors, &nd aud'io-visual aids among
school superintendents (rep:;tesenting school sys‘cems).. Some of the
major questions examined by researchers have been: !"hat are the stages
thet indivicuals go fhrough in the adOptibn process? Ht'aw do pllaréc;
teristics of the inno(zations influence their rates of diffus’j.on? that
personal end social zsttributes distinguish ea:r.']:y ffgm late édoptiers?
The work of Bennis, Be:;me,. and chinl0 and Lippitt, '.-'?lestley;A and

11 reflect an area of interest of still other investigators, one

Watson
moré clearly associated with schools as orgenizations: the initiation

of organizational changes == the process vhereby innovations are intro=
12

duced and adopted in organizations~¢, Here a major concern has been to
— ‘ ‘

determine to what e:;tént the use of tactics sucﬁ as hiring change agents,
permitting suvbordinates' to participate in decision-mak‘ing,.'dfh both, leads
to successful initiation of cﬁanges. “

A recent ag?praisal of the planned change literature by Gross,

Giacquinta, and Bernsteinl3

» however, reveals that the problem of imple-
menting oxganizational innovations, as compaféd to the problem of ini-
tistion, has received vefy little systematic empirical study. This studvy
notes that much of the discussion of implementation usually relates to the

pbtential resistance of members toward changes which are introduced, end

to the conditions n'ecessary. for overcoming this resistance. 1t cells

: 4
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into question 2 number of the -asswiptions underlying this reasoning

"about resistence and points to the critical need for studying imple-~

mentction ¢s & process sepixete from im‘.t::)'.-a‘.:ion.l’-4

The theoreticel mo.del describing -the factors that are at tﬁe: '
heartg of ‘implementation and energing from tﬁi§ reéeht work! ser;zes as
the basis for this present .in\reStigation i;'n schools.. Gross énd his
associétés propose that the implementation of organizational innovations
having once beén initiated requires “51:16 presence of five conditions,
each of vhich is necessary but alone insufficient. These antecedent

conditions of implemehntetion are that: 1) orgenizastional members who

must carry out an innovation clearly understand the new expectations;

"3) they are willing to maké the required efforts to behave in accord

with the innovation; 4) the materials and resources required by the _
innovation are available; 5) the orgenization is comp;atible end
suppoirtive of the innovationld,

Accérding to this model, the decree to vhich innovations are
impiemented is & function of -the extent to which theéé conditions in
combination are present. 'I'hué, programs or schools thet rank higher
on these conditions should rank higher on implementation th‘an‘ those
that rank lower on these conditions. Moreovey, programs or schools
(containing progran‘:s.).- where the five conditions are highly present
should demmstraté' high levels of implementation., The evaluation
study, from which this investigetion emanates, permitted the coilec-
tion of data that could be used to test the ‘usefulness of this model
in explaining variati‘orns‘ in level of implementation among five inno-

vative pareprofessional programs and among several schools within two

of these five programs.

o
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Proceduvres
Sample o . Sy

Since the number of percprofessionsls in eech program varied,

‘a proportionate, stratified random sanple was drawn. TFrom the total

of approximately 390 paraprofessionals working in-'these --progranis,
127 were selected, After the sample of paraprofessionals was chosen,

the teacher wi_th whom é,a'ch worked was identified.. The original total

_sample for the s;:u:i_y,l therafore, was 254 individuals, half of whom

were paraprofessionals and the other half teachers, A number of

. " . z. s \ - ., i
administrato¥s in each program wexe also selected and used primarily

for purposes of research beyond tl‘.he scopeé of this study. .
. A
Data Collection ) \ ‘

Two instruments were empléyed in the collection of data. ‘The
purpose of"thé Ro'le,Def'initionQp.ést:}onnaire (RDQ) v;'as two-fold:
First, .it prdvided e'vigi,er.xce about tﬁca. role definit.ion'offthe' pa'rapro-
fessional to be used in. assessing implém_‘entation; second, it' provided

information for one of the independent variables, clarity of role. The

. instrument is céomprised\ of 56 items that': reflect activities often related

to the role ofb._the pcrabrqfeséiopal. . | Lt

Five trained research assist;ants admiﬁistéreé the RDQ during Marcﬁ, '
1971 to the 127 paraprofessionels in our samp].e; Employed for-the on= -
going evaluation of the pa;raprofessional programs, .the dssistants, in
most cases, had .prevlous ;oxmtact with the subjects, ‘The questionnairé, .
accompzm“ied by thqrough instructions, was pel.:SOnaliy delivered to ea;ch
subject, Arrangements were madé fof.the q\.l"estlionna.j.res to be collected

by the research assistants,: In the few cases where cuestionnairés were

not completed, subjects were asked to return them by mail. The personal

)
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contact by the resecrch assistants contributed to the'hiéh rate of
- Yeturns, which ranged from 80 to 100 per cent (see Teble 1l).
The second instxument constructed for the preSent study was the

Implementation Questionneire (IMQ). The purpose of the instrument was

to gather demographic information, evidence on the degree of imple-

OF

~

méﬁtafion, end data on four of the independent variablés: .ability,.
willingness, availability of resources and materials, and organizational
bompatibili£§.‘ The instrument was administered in~May; 1971 to the
saﬁéle of paréprofessionais and teachers as well ;s to some 2dminis-
trators. Is mentioned earlier, the expected sample size'was 254,
HoweQer, éome‘attritionyof paraprofessionaléioccurred betgeen-the ad-
ministration of the RE( ené the INO due pcimarily to reessignment.

Since the peraprofeésionals and teeéhefs were selected together, the

' attrition rate in the original sample wes doubled. The same research
assistants administered the IMQ® in the mgnner described zbove. Returns

for ecach progrem fanged frem 74 to 100 per cent (see Teble 1).

Consistency of Requpdents: To obtain & measure of the geSpondénts'
consistency, ten of the ériginal 56 items-on the RDC were raﬁdomly'
sglected, reworded, gna included &t the end of the questiénnaire.
Cbnsistency was con#idered to reflect the seriousness with which the
paraproféssionals.yiewe&‘their responses’ to the RDQ. Correlationé
betueen responses %o.the'original items and the peorephrased veréions

ranged frem .10 to'.53 and are listed in Table 2. 211 but one.of the

ten correlations were significant, although they were not as high.

[

as had been anticipated, .
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Several recsons may account for the rather low COlrélations,
but these recsons do not reduce the confidence in.the accuracy of

paraprofessiocnzl responses to the questionnaire, First, to guaxd . -

against a response set, the directioh of the scale for the ten xe-~

worded items was reversed, In addition, the respondents vere asked

;to recdgd rather than‘cifcle'theifnchoices. In spite of carefui
instructions, pany'paraprofessionals could have simply continued
Qsing'the'older response scale thereby lowering the correlations.,

_+ Second, alﬁhbugh the.consistency items were carefully pafaphrased to

maintaih the content of the original ones, the rewording of the items

- . ‘

o

could have introduced dimensions not present in the originals, the;éby'
‘influencing the responses.to them end lovering the correlations.

Third, since tihe consistency.items were atteched to the end of a

. " 56-item questionncire, fatigue mey heve taken its toll resulting in

\

. less careful selections.

InSpeqtioﬁ'of the,questiOnhairgs themselves and the parapro-
fessionals® comments to the assistants who gathered them revealed
' &

_that o great deal of concern and effort were given to the answers.

Nonetheless, it is still possible that the low correlations reflect

inconsistencies of retpondents due to several reasons: the level of

reeding comprehension byfthe pérép;ofessibnals may heve been inade-
quate; the ratings may héye reguired ‘too fine o @iscrimination by
the paraprofessionels;-and, the effort of the‘paraprdfessionals may

havéibeen miniral resulting in haphazard responses, .
. . G .
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The utlllty of thls theoret1ca1 mocel wes tested wlth three sets

b -

of analysis.

(some cutting zcross as manj as 11 schools). The seoond set required

] : compcr isons of the. four schools into whlch Lhe Junlor ngh Program .

——e T

"y

was'introduced. The .third, also a comparctlve scho 1l analysis, in-

- volved siw schools havrng Lhe4uar1y Prlmary Progr m,

\
\

analyses vexe possrble beceuse two.programs contzined largeﬂconcent-

" rations .of paraprofessionals in many schools, Therefore, when the: "

<’ ' S original stratified.sample,of paraprofessionals ves dravn for theh,‘
proor m compaxis ons, enough pdraprofessionals (end their teachers)
: } . ! i \ )
. N ° N . . . . > . .
‘ ' vere 1ncluded in these-schools:to develop an adequate summaxry school
AN

‘ score for each of. the fxve indepenclent variables and the dependent

v

vanneble. The procedures*that follot) were used to obtain the surmmary

* . ' . ) ‘ . ’ ' . N
scores, S : . _ . o

Fifteen items about the paraprofes=’

R anree of Img)ement¢tlon_

sionals' role performance were -included on the IO in order to assess
the degree of actual‘implementétion. he " items emerged from our
analysis of the paraprofessionals‘ responses on tne PD}, program

docuiments discussing theé nature of the inwmovation, end our profes-

sional judgments., ‘Ten of the items used for the Early Primary Program,

. for exemple, described behaviox that paraprofessionals

in this program

\\ ' would be exhibiting if they were. properly carrying out their role
and five activities thet,they‘woﬁld'not exhibit if thej were properly

implementing the role. The "positive" dimensiohs were:

\\The two school .

-

" The first set 1nvolved compar:sons_among "the flve.prggrams '
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)

1) work with ¢hildren in classrooms on reading skills,

2) work with children in classrooms on reading-comprehens ion.

3) work with children in classrooms on math skills,

RN ) AN i v
4) york with children vho need remedial work in reading.
. ! ! . . ’

5) work primarily with smcll grdups of children on school subjects.
7) pléﬁ‘jclaSsroom activities with the teacher (s).
9) perform cierical duties within the classroom such as 'tak'ing

attendance, correcting pepers, prepering and dupliceting 'materials.

- . N * N b . . I
*17) confer with teachers sbout children. 9

i§) attend training sessions for paraprofessionils.
[

15) keep abreast of materizls on education that will be ‘helpful on

the job.

i
Thé five inappropriate activities were:

G) work primarily on.pon-instructionsl matters with children in

-the classrocm.

B8) act as a svbstitute when a teccher is absent from school..

. - e

.1(5) help to pr'epare snacks and lunches .for children.

11) help in the health clinic to care for ‘those childrzen in need

of medical zttention.’
13) visit children and their parents at home regarding instructional

- . end/cx non—instructional matters.

v’ The teachers were asked, as observers, to estimete how frequently

their pareprofessionals were engaging in each of these 15 activities

13
\

using the following scale: I=never, 2=seldom, 3=occasicnally,
., - . K .

£

4= uéuél"l'y, 5=2lways, N=cannot judge. The parap:&gfe'ssicnals were

10




asked t?)‘ assess cother pz-faproi-eséiona is, witl’?: vhom they had co}ntact,
on thes_é 15 activities. Ueighting the items equally, the responses
of ecch tezchicr #nd pereprofessicn:l vere summed (after reversing
the scoring~of the negative items) and divided by 15, The resultiﬁg
mean Scores representéa the subjects' overall assessments of .the degree
to vhich. paraprofessionalls wére cargying out the iole. Subjects' mean
scores were then averaged either ecrcss programs or schools (depending
upon the-analysis). 'I'he;e mean scores, ip turn, represented summary |
indices of implemen_tationv for progf_ams or:schools. s,

Emploving differ’ent sets of items, this procedure twras 'followed
to obtain summary oscbres {for programs ‘and schools on foiir of the

independent variables: the capability of paraprofessionals, their ‘\"\

~

willingness, the .a'vailability of nedessary resourcés, and organizationa.l
su_pport'; Since these varizbles are specific for the innovation being = ..
studied, establishing the vélic‘-ity of the instrument is espgciélly
difficult, One way of providing evﬁience_ on the validity of the measu:.;e,
although'not without ;\.péarent limitations, would be to see if the results

v

of distinct groups using the instrument are similar.
For each program the mean scores of teachers, paraprofessionals,

v

and some administrators (vho were given the INQ for other purposes) on

the five conditions wvere separated and subjected to analyses of vari-

ance to determine whether assessméhts of these conditions differed einiong
the three groups. The results are summarized in Table 3. Only two of

the 75 2NOVA's indicated significant mean differences between teachers

[l
L4

and paraprofessionals: the INOVA on Early Primary resources and the -

2NO\Z. on Intermediate willingness, The similarity of results obtained

from the three groups ﬁneasur_ed independently using the same instrument,

11
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adds confidence to the validity of our meesures. Once these resultis
were obtained, it became‘arpparent that the inclusion of the data from
the admi.ﬁistrators introcuced an uniecessary en;:umbrance on the research
analysis. ‘Therefore, they vzere omitted at this point, and the scores
of teachers and bararrofcssionals were pooled. ‘The sccxes of the
teachers and paraprofe;ss}onals were pooled in'. order to arrive et the
final sununarv scores to /be used in the program and school analvses.
The svmmary mean scores for the five programs are reported in Table 4,
_for six of the schoois in the Early. Primary Program in Table 5, and
for the' four schools in the 'J‘unior. High Program in Teble 6, )

The summery program scores on implementation as evidenced. in
‘Ta.bl 4 ranged from 4.04 to 3.55. On a scale from 1 (low) to 5. (high),

this can be interpreted to mean that overall the five programs were

being :unplemented at a fairly high level and that the variation between

them was not great. The summary school scores for the. six Darly Pri-
mary schools (Table 5) ranged from 4,19 to 3.60 and in the Junior HJ.gh

schools (Table 6) from 4. 17 to 3.52.

Paraprofessional Ability to Carrv Out the Role: To obtain a measure

of.r_t_hewdegree of paraprofessional ability in eaczh prbgram, only the

’

"positive" items usad in measu.::.ng mplementat:.on were emploved., For
example, in the Farly Pr:.mary Program respocndents were asked to judge
how capable were the paraprofessionals to perform the following

activities: = - N |
’ ‘ ]

1) vorking with children in classrooms on reading skills.

2) working with children in classraqoms on reading comprehension,

3) working with children in classrooms on math skills.

a2
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¢) working with children who need remec‘.-ial“ werk in reading.

5) working primarlily with smzll groups of children on schacl
subjects,

6) plenaing classroom activities with the teacher(s).

7) performing clerical dufieé vithin the classroorﬁ such as taking
attendance, ccrrecting papers, prepearing and duplicating materials,

8) conferring with teachers awvout children.

9) attending training sessions for parcprofessionals.

10) keeping abreast of materials on education that will be helpful

on the job.

They were asked to use the following code in reSponding:. l=completely
. Y
incapable, 2=somewhat incapcble of, 3=somevhat capable of, 4=very capable

of, S=completely capable of, and N=No basis for judging. The summary

-

scores for programs and schools reported in Tables 8, 9, 10 were computed

in- the manner empl_oyed in Imeasuring imf)lementation. Variation in ability

by program ranged from '4.54 to 3.47. \Veriaticn in ability by school in

the Early Primary Program ranged from 4.47 to 2,91 and in the Junior

High Program. from 3,76 to 2‘.‘51. | On a five-point scale from 1 (low) to

5 (high) the variation bétweie_n scl?ools within the two programs was much

* greater than across projects, even. though abilli't:y was still g'ener__ally

high across frograms-. . .
Willingness of Paxaprofessicnals: To assess the degree to which

| paragrofes:sionals ih -leéch of the programs were willing to 'implement

their role, the positive items, as used in the ability section,‘we;re

presented with the following code: 1l=never willing to, 2=seldom willing

to,' 3=occasionally willing to, 4=usually willing to, S=always willing to,

i

13
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) . A
and N=no basis for ijudging., Veriation in willingncss across progcams

" ranged fron 4,70 to 4.02 (Tesble 8). In the Esily Primary schools the
vexristion went fioem 4,89 to 4.12 (Teble 9) and in the Junior High
schools frzm 4.54 to 3.96 (Tzble 10). Willirgasss aisc apjeoared to

be genezally hizh, ¢

_of Nogcessavy Resources and Mxiarisls: To measure the
adequacy of rezources and materials recpondents were asked to judge the
adequacy of a) rﬁatefials, };) phys;;al facilities, c) fina_lncial resources,
and d) staff,‘ on é five=point scale from 1=‘inade<;(uate » 2=sonewhat irﬂxad'e-
quate, 3=somevhat adeguate, 4=adecuate, 5=cmnplete1y adequate, .Each
subject's‘,méan score based on these four items was:. calculated and then
similar calculations were madé fo‘r programs and schocls, Compared to‘
ability and willingnpess, thé availability of resources acress érogz‘ams

and schools. wes lower, Mean program scores rang"et‘i‘ from 3,30 to 2.4‘.7
{Table 8), in the.‘.ﬁ:arly Prirary program by schoel }ro:n 3‘40. to 1.43 -~

(Table 9), and in the Junior High schools from 2.72 to 1.96 (Table 10).

Orgenizational Compatililitv: Seven sources of crganizational
“incompatibility were i-ﬂanti‘f_ied for this study and put into question

form, Subjects were asked to judge to vhat extent standard procedures.

or.policies in schools were interfering with the installation of the new

\
paraprofessional‘ role.  Given fﬁe_ following code =~ l=nre and 2=yes ==
they were asked to answer the following questions for the paraérofessionals:
| 1) Do expectatinns or po‘licies of their school administrators
interfere with their carrying 6ut the role?’ v '

.2) Do expectations or pblicies. of their teachérs interfere

vith their carrying out the role?

‘ - 314
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3) Do dencuds- made ,0of them by -students get- in the vav?

\

4) Do demaniis of parents interfere?

5) o dwuniie ¢f the cuomunity intervfere?

6) hra {hovae any distvict policies affz-iing s -haols that act

cr
o
2
[t
4]
(o]
Pt}
¢,
(4

£3 okhsrlacles €2 thzir carrying cu
7) Ace wlnr2 expictations of parsemnzl in the zrogram which

interinrse with their effective pocfosmance?

A swmary scarze f£on each subliect basad on thase items was coruted,
Scores cculd ran;:z from 1,00 (somwpatibility) to 2,00 {incornpatibility).
Prccram 8= wras rx n ed ivom 1.00 to 1,03 ('tmle &), Eaviy Primary school

scoxas variad from 1,00 to 1,13 (Table 9), and Juaioz Bigh sc:"nool scores

from 1,00 to 1.id4 (Table 10), %ith high compati! :'li*' as 1.00, there-

2

was almost no viviation eithes by program or by schocis within presrams,

High compzitibilitvy appecred to be present.

nerdenes of $4=0f Joliments_on fhs I : The resulia may be

3y
cervcmme $ el e e T ——

con'::qzainate:’x by tha fact that subjects wess autasatica! 1y judging every-?
thing .;s "high" or as "iww". o detzrminz the ..\depan imnce of the respon=
dents! judyieats on the five va:-:iableé diseussed adbove, théréx nean scores
. . \

were correraited (Tabla 7)., Tha in‘..e::corrc-- atice: were compuzd for each
p.rog.':am. Althouqgn macy of the correlations betwzon iniemertation and

the four - inlaperilant va;riqble,s were _'signifiicant, ..n or:iy two (both in the
same prcgram) is m-:;re <han 25 scr cent of the variance in :"L:.'fp.‘.e'.nentation-
explained, The strongast con "'-‘ter»t corraiation among <the indeérencent
var:.ab;es-was that hetwsan ru_-.lgs on ability and on wil lmg“xe:s‘, €.9.,

in the Prepm.m"‘y Prog\ am the correlation was .22, the Early Primary .83,

Late Primary .89, Interwediate .31 arnd Junior High School .68, The

5 ’




" should spend on these activj.ties,_this would be evidence of lack of
! .
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weakest consistent correlations were between ability and compatibility
and between resources and compatibility. The findings suggest that the
respondents' ratings on the varia}bles vere, in the maj'ority of instances,

substantially independent of eacl;‘) other,

2

Clarity of the Paraprofessibnal Role: The degree to which the

paraprofessionals were clear abqut the innovation and their. role was
. )

. » |
determined in thé following manfier. It was reasoned that the degree
' ! v

!

of consensus of the paraprofesgionals on the 56-item RDQi would reﬂec@:
the degree of clarit_y prevail:‘,-"ng in the programs and schools, Clearly,

. N 4
if there was little agreemem;' found among them about how much time they

consensus; the lower the c,énsénsus » the lower the clarity,
. ?
It was judged that there was high paraprofessional agreement on the

: . ‘
importance of any given activity when at least 80 per cent of the para-

' professionals' responses fell within no more than two categories (e.g.,

4's and 8's or 1's and 2's), The responses for each item were: 1= a
pérson with th:.s job should be spending none of one's "c.i’me , 2= 'very litj:le-
of one's time, 3= some of one's time, 4=:.a good deal of 6ne's time; and

= as much of one's time \as.possib‘le. Among the Preprimary pér_apror:';-‘-a
fessionals there was agreement on only .7 per cent of tﬁe items,: amont;:;' |
the RFarly Primary subjects 5 per cent, among the Late Fuvimary irespondents

9 pér cent, among the Intermediate Z9 per cent, and among the Junior High

~paraprofessionals 7 per cent (Teble 8y, The evidence suggests that there

was a great lack of conseris;Js, and thus lack of clazity, in each progr:-;am
arfd further, that there was littlg variation between gpiogvams., Variation
was greater within the Ealrly.'Pr.‘-imary schools ranging from 34 : p;ar cent to
7 per ‘cent agreement, and within the Junior High sé:hoolsfrom agreetﬂent

on 52 per cent of the items to 7 per cent.
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Results

On the basis of the sumn'xaxjy scores eon\p11te'd above, the programs
(and .‘séhoo-ls) were rated as high,‘moderatelsv high, moderctely 10\;), or
.lo—w on e&ach of the five conditions'depending upon which quartile of the
scale for fhat veriable the summary score fell, Then, composites of
ratings for the programs (and schooie) were formed &nd on the basis of
- these composites, the programs were rank_.ed on implementation,  For example_,
a program with thri 2. "high" ratings, one "moderately higﬁ" rating, and one
"low" rating was ranked above a program with two “high" ratings, one
~ "moderately high" rating., one "moderately low" rating, and one "low" rating,
This predicted order, made independently of the assessed rank order based
.ém ‘the impleme;xtation index, was .éomputed and compared with the assessed
'implemehtation index.. lA Spearman's rho was calcu'leted, and its level of

~

significance specified., Identical procedures were e:nployed for the two
sehool, analyses, If, as predicted_ on the. basis of the theory, the three
analyses uncovered strong rank order correiatiqns between the p_redicted_
ranlcinée ahd the assessed rankings of schools or programs.on implemeritafidn, .
. this would be interpreted as support for the thearetical model.

Table 11 summarizes the program analysis, which,' according to the
theory, should reveal & strong aséociat:‘._c. betwean tl;e predicted rank
ordering of the pi:ogrems on implementztion and the asssssed rank ordering"\“
of .the prqgrame on implementation, 2s a result of tﬁe compssite ratings,
the Preprimary Program was ranked s number one, Early Primary as second,

) Intermediate as third, and tﬁe Late Primary and Juniocr High Programs as
t.ied for 4th and 5th places. .The rank order based = “he Z.apiementation
index e;lso placed Preprimary one, Ecrly Primary two, Junior High three,

-

and Late Primery and Intermediate as, tied for 4th and Sth'_plaées. The

i
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correlation of ,778 between these two rank orders was in the expecfed
-direction and significant at the ..08 level. '

"Ihe rank order analysis of A‘sixA of the school‘s in the Early Primary
Program is summarized in Téble. 12, T.I.le geésciéi‘ation between the pré-
_dicted order of theAschools on i.mplementation and their assessed order
is strong and ‘in the e)'cpec,ted' direction. A Speafman‘s _:.;h_c; was calculated
to be .872 and was significant at the .02 level,

The resqlts of the rank orderx analysis qf the foﬁf schools having
Junior High Paraprofessional Programs are sunmarized in Table 13. The
relation hetween the predicted and aésessed rankings is again strong and
in the expected direction. A Spearman's'_r_h_q ca]_.cul;_ated to be .995 was
significant at the .05 level,

In éum, the three analyses revealed strong associations and .acceptable
levels of significance lpetween the expec_ted .and measured rank orders

despite the size of correiations required with few czses.,

Discussion and Implications
i

The theoretical model of implementation under examination specified
tbat the ‘extent to which organizational innovations are irslemented
.dé‘-;ends ‘upon the ;'elative presence of five conditions: the clarity that
qrga;xizational'mehtbers, who must cari‘y out the cﬁange, llmé;v'.a about their.'
role, their ability to meke the necessary efforts,‘ thé'i.;: willingness to do
so, the availability of the necessary resources alnq rz-.*;-::*.riv..‘:.s, and t'he_..
cor:.-pa'.cibilit}.' and support o_f the existing orgaxlmizatir.-n..« it lwas argued
thaf 'tﬁ'i's.the.oretl:'ical ‘model _c:f imglementation would be :vuiaparted by the

analysis if the programs or schools that ranked highes on implementation
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on the basis of the five independent variahles would also rank hWigher

on assessed implementation. Since strong correlations were found
_ "
between predicted znd assessed rank orders. in each of three analyses,

the hypothesis was confirmed.

It was also argued that according to the model, schools or programs

high on all five factors would demonstrate high absolute levels of

\ . .
- implementation. This, too, was confirmed By the investigation. None of

the progfams or schools were high on g;;}five conditions, and there were
no examples pf.thorough implementation as evidenced by the absence of
mean scores between 4,75 ‘and 5.00. Close inspection of Tables 11-13
reveals that the summary implementation scores range from 3.52 to 4;19
-and that nearly all programs and scﬁopls had three or more ratings of

high or moderately high, while receiving low ratings on role clarity.

Since the-éypical compoéite ratings, according to the model, would he
predictive of substantial, éhougﬁ not'comglete, implementation, th;
thgory was also suppofted in this ménner. Therefofe) these findings
lead to the conclusion’that the éodel has ﬁtilitylin_exﬁlaining the

implementation of organizational innovations.

/’

gmg;icafions for Future Research: This #fudy sheds:light on
conditions that accounted for vériations in implementation of innovations.
Further_replication studies in settihgs where similar parapfofessiOna;
programs are‘introduced are needed. Moréover, to test the usefullpesé

of the model, its utility in educational settings with innovations other (-

than paraprofessionals. are necessary, as well as settings cutside of

education,
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Although this study isolated a number of antecedent conditions

for implémentation, it did not account for why they prevailed to the

Y

extent that -they did, e.q., thf lack of_role clarity among parapro-
fessionals and high level of .their willingness to perform their role.

Research 5long these lines is important, °

~

*. h ‘0~‘ v ’ ’ [] "7
Other research must be directed to refinements in measurement,

. especially in-the areas .of reiiébllity and v&li&ity. Though some

’
.

exploratory work was.done 6n feliéﬁilityq the consiétency'fesults were

not as strong as anticiéated by the‘research téam.v‘e,;evisioﬁ of ;ﬁe

RDQ taking into considération some of the.pogsible limitations.listed

eaflier would be desirable. Reliabilit& of the RDQ miéht be éssesséd

through correlation‘of responses between two randomly selectéd.groups.
, .

or a test-retest design with the same subjects.s Simildr reliability

indices should be explored for the IMQ. In thig case two rgndomly

selected groups may be;thé preferred method.dﬁe to the lengtb of the

queStionnaire and thz demands on the respondents' time., Though

exploratory work on the validity 6F the measures in the IMQ'was done,

.

much more work is required.

/ R

mcdel yielded high predictability when compgred

variables and implementation was restricted. Two plausible gxplanations'
are that the conditions and programs were keing implemented_ﬁo a similar
degree or that the methodology may ‘have centributed to the limited

variance. The latter deserves further exploration. In the present study--

) . . Sa
items for :implementation, - capability and willingneéss were contingent,

in part, upon role definitions pfovided by paraprofessionals. By asking

. ™
- . . . - .

~
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.

them to define “their own roles, theré may have been a tendency to
define it on the basis-of what they were actually doing, thereby inflating:

the  degree of assessed implementation.' En alternative means of deter-

: ‘mining the parameters'oi,a given'role might be to administer the RDQ: o v

to a group familiar with the goals of the program, but who areinot them~

selves involived in the role. 1Iwo posslble groups might be the'trainers
B ' % )
of the paraprofessionals and the Title I~Dist ict Admznxstratlon staff, ‘

Research addressed to some of these concerns is- currently in progress.

-
.

R ﬁ.' ' .
Evaluaticns and Social Science Research: This study was confined °
to the analysis of one area of social science, i.e., the implementation
. o . S
of organizational change. It is apparent that evaluation studies can be.

* K]

used to explote (o) her areas and to test other soc1al science theorles

relevant to education, The illustrations that follow are 1nd1cat1ve,of

a

some of the kinds of research that might be pursued

Although llttle systematic research has been done on the relatlonship

between staff ethnicit ty. and racial compOS1tlon and studnnt 1dent1f1catlon
@ - /

and ach;evement, the cla1m continues to be made, as soveral books on '
‘decentralization attest that studénts vho can\ldentlfy with the ethn1c1ty

_of the1r teachers will perform well and develop positrVe self 1mages.
- Similarly, the claim is b@ten made that parental participationuin school

. .- o7 ! L . ;
decisions affects the'Iearning of students. ‘Do students with the same -

-

ethnicity as their tecchers develop pOS1t1ve self. images? Do the .;

1Y
©

chlldren whose mothers are paraprofessionals achleve more than children -
AN -
whose parents\are not involved in school affalrs? Imp11c1t in questlons .

such as these are psychologlcal theor1es that warrant further testlng. ;?‘

b}
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[

Others, notably the United Fbéderation of Teachers, have maintainéd

t;héf: smaller classes will improve student achievement, especially in the

\-

area of. reading, Implicit in this argument are gociological and: psycho-

logical theories about the teaching and'léarning of reading.' bEvalua.tions

of reading programs would be appropriate‘ ways to test thecries about the
reading '.,proc,ess .

Similarly,' the extent to which poiitical: socialization accompanieé
parent participation in funded 'programs ‘is an aspect of educational
] . ‘ . . ‘1‘ & 3 .
C - 2 B : oo '
evaluations that often goes unnoticed., -Schools are socializing agents

for students, teachers and parents. -_-I\nd. that . fact is borne out most clearly -
in ancillary prrogram‘s designed to complement the conventicnal school pro-

"grams. When-community decigions are made regarding the selection of

v

teach_ingt materials the *cqnponents%“.of socialization aré most evident. Yet

‘all too often evaluators assess the extent of resources, not how they are
< . ’ s T » ,

selected, . - ’

.Economic matters are also subject to.systematic analysis. in an educa~ e

tional setting. . 1% congressional debates ar any -index, one could easily:

ge{: the impression the allocation of federdl funds to local' school districts

_ is the critical determinant in predicting student achievement. But is

3 . [

this true? . And if not, what influence do additional funds have on student
.. | . . . . . -

perforlmance? "I'he issve is 'clearly stated as "Whet is the return on in-

vestment?" 2Another related issue is whether spending in an institution

. . . /i‘
other than the school is likely to reap greatexr student bénefits. For
. . . . !
example, are achievement levels likely to improve more sigfiificantly if a

maintenance allow,anf:e were given to the family rather than the school?

Questions, such as these, have generally nct been studied, by aduca-

tional evaluators, 'Yet, large scale evaluation studies,"par"cicularly those
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involving Title I, Title III, and State Urban Education funds, are

vehicles for this purpose. What is needed is a clearer recognition,

!

|
i
than has heretofore been realized, -of the potential for social science | ‘

regearcly' in these evaluations and its importance for education.
’ . / S '

4
!
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T.BIE 1

Percent of Sample Returns from Five Paraprofessionai Programs

Role Definition Implementation
' : Ouvestionneire® Questionnaireb
Program Semple Size % Return Sempie Size€ % Return
‘ (N) ' (N) '
Preprimery - 13 1003 (13) 11 1008 (11)
Early Primary 62 97% = (60) 95 74%  (70)
Late Primary - ' 13 5% (11) 16 888  (14)
Intermediate 12 1005 (12) 17 94%  (16)
o~ Junior High 27 9% (26) T a2 "79%  (33)

a .
Paraprofessionals cnly

bParaprofessionals and Teachers

A ]

‘ cThe expected sample size of the implementation questionnaire should -
have been double that of the role definitinn instrument., Because
some paraprofessionals were transferred from one program to another
during the year, the implementation sample size reflects this attri-
tion,

[}
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F ratios end

TABIE 3

Significance Ievels for 7

-

Pnalyses of Variance of
the Responses among Teachers, Pcraprofess...onals, and 1=\dm;|.ru.st:ratorsa
in Each Program on Five Conditions - '

[

L A . Level of
Program - Verieble F ratio (4 £) Significance
- - . i
Preprimary Implementation 0.4094 ( gy &m.2) n.s.
' Ebility 1.2179 n.s.
Villingness - 0,5308 n.s.
Resources 1.3313 n.s.
‘ Conpatibility - . 1.0497 n.s.
Early Primery Implementation . 1,4501 (2 & 70) n.s.
Ability 11,9790 n.s.
Willingness 10,0224 n.s.
Resources 4,6957 £.05
Compatibility - 0.4977 ° n.s.
‘Late Primary Implementation . 0.3938 (2 & 15) n.s.
' Ability " 0.0747 ' n.s.
Y’illingness 0.6991 n.s.
Resources 0.4066 - n.s,
Conpatibility 0.1454¢ ° n.s.
Intermcdiate Innlementation 0.5978 (2 & 20) n.s.
Zhiiity 0.6024 n,S.
. Willingnass 4,3908 .05
Reaourcses 1,7391 ‘.S,
Compatib.lity 1,0377 Nn.Se.
Junior High Imzlementation 0.3127 (2 & 35) n.s.
Rhility 0.3233° .S,
7iilingness 0.0419 n.s.
Resources 0.5909 n.s,
Compatibility .0.0464 n.s.

a

For the purposes of future study, thé'résloonses

in each program were included in this aralysis,

<8

of various administrators




- TABLE 4

Sumery Iroject Scores end Stenceard Deviations

For Implementation and Fovr Incependent Variables

Indepancent Variables

Program  °.
Ebility _Willing- Resouxces Compat- Implenen=-
ness - . ..1ibility tation
Preprimery X 2.5364 +4,7000 3,2955  1,0000  4.0331
Sb 0.5697 0.58483 - 0,9926 0.0000 0.3371

SN =11
. , |
Early Primary X 4.0908  4,4321 - 2.6993  1,0247 . 3,9678
| sb  0.9130 ~ 0.8932  1.3332  0.0190  0.5730
N = 70 - ‘
Late Primary X  3,7009  4.0241 . 2.6875  1,0000  3,6G48
: sD. 1.2406  1,3712 1.5230  0,0000  1.1881
N = 14 : ~ . ' .
Intermediate ¥  3.6328  4.4012. 2,5209  1.0060 3
| SD  0.5789  0.6069  1.3009  0.0040 0.3
N =16 <

Junior High ¥  3,4728 4,406  2.4722  1,0328  3,8147
SD 1,2930  1,2211  1,2445 ° '0.0253  0,9L07
N = 33 St |
« |
Vs
\
~d
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TABLE 5

[} ¢ ) ]
. Surmexrr Tchoot Scores and Stendcrd Deviations for
T Implementation of the Eerly "Primary Program and Four Independent

. _ : Variables
-School ' Indepencdent Varizbles
'  Willing- Compat-  -Implemen-
Ability ness Pesources - ibility tation
A X 4.4666 - 4.6534  3.2000  1,1286 4.1886
SD 0.6435 0.3699 0.9117 0.0217 0.2472
N= 5 : : | :
B X 2.9089 4.6032 1.7583 1.0429 3.6554
SD 0.5168 0.3699 1.2841 0.0097 1.2349 .
N = 10 . : -
c X 4.6111 . .4.8389 _ 3,8056 1,0000 3.9988
- 0.3180 0.1364 '0.7265 -~ 0,0000 0.2968
N = \9 : . .
D X 4.3800  '4.4800 ~1.8500 1.0858 3.9190 .
. 8D +05C056 0.5891 . " 0.8768  0.0128 0.3244
N= 5 ' . :
E X  2.9918 4.1205 3.1591  1,0702  ‘3.6011 -
SD 1.4384 - 1,.4646 0.5157  0,0082, 0.3732
N =11 : T '
. F X 4,2300 4.6611 1.4286 . 1.0000 - - 4.0291
. 8D 0.2419 0.3131 1.3973  .0.0000 0.1705
N = 7 : : : N

‘30




TABIE 6

Sumnary School Sco_r'es_ and ‘Stendard Deviations for Implé-

.mentation of the Junior High Program and Four Independent Variables

Independent Varizbles. -

Ability

Willing= Resources . Compati- JImplementation

Sehool _ ness " bility  of Junior High
o ‘ C Program
A X 3.7636  3.9633 2.6429 1.0119 - - 3.5373
SD 0.6211  0.7858 _ 1.3374 0.0101 0.3624
N= 7
B. X 3.5472 . 4.2247 - 2,5075 1.1346 , 4.1514
_ sp 1.2875  1.4483. _ '1.3025  * 0.0494 0.6922
N= 11 -
c ¥ 3.9834  4.5431 2,7188 1.0000 4.1711
SD 0.5334  0.4219  ° 0.7372 0.0000 0.6065
- N= 8 '
D R 2.5054  3.7246 - 1.9643 . 1,0000 3.5176 .
SD 1.9717  1.7789 - 1.6100 0.0000  1.2808 °
N= 7 : |
i ,. .
q




TABIE 7

Incdepencdence of Staffa Jucgicents about Five Conditions as, ¢
Measured by the Intercorrelations of their Summarnycqres-.'

\

: . -Veriable ’
Program  Implemen= . tiilling=- L
: tation 2bility ness ' Resourcés .

(1) (2) . (3) (¢) -~

" Zm
—

Preprimary (N=15)

2., Ability - «530%
3. Willingness «502%
4, Resources .352
5. Compatibility <072

Barly Primary (N=73)

2. Ability

3. Willingness
4, Resources
5.

Compatibility
Late Primary (N=20)

2. B&bility

3, Willingness
4, Resources
5. Compatibility

Intermediate (N=24)

2. Ability
3. Willingness
4. Resources «393%’
5. Compatibility . ', 228"
Junior High (N=37) ‘ ‘
2. Bbility . - .
3. Willingness . .
- 4. Resources ", w T JAT4%k% [
5. Compatibility - - 7,201 ~ ,009

S

* p <005 ) 3 ) .
** <:01 , L. vt , ' 4

’
N
LG
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